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INTRODUCTION 1 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 2 

A. My name is Rebecca Devens.  My business address is 309 W. Washington, Suite 800, 3 

Chicago, IL 60606. 4 

 5 

Q. What is your present occupation? 6 

A. I am a Policy Analyst for the Citizens Utility Board (“CUB”), where I have been 7 

employed since 2008.   8 

 9 

Q. Please summarize your role at CUB.  10 

A. I research and evaluate state and federal legislative and regulatory proposals 11 

relating to electricity, natural gas and telecommunications issues.  In particular, I 12 

have focused on energy efficiency, demand response and dynamic pricing.  I also 13 

review the impact of legislative and regulatory proposals on Illinois consumers and 14 

represent CUB at various stakeholder meetings and forums, including the Illinois 15 

Commerce Commission (“ICC” or “Commission”).  I represent CUB in the Energy 16 

Efficiency Stakeholder Advisory Group (“SAG”), the collaborative group that 17 

monitors utility implementation of statutory energy efficiency and demand response 18 

programs.   19 

 20 

Q. Please describe your educational background. 21 

A. I graduated with honors from the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign with a 22 

Bachelors degree in English. 23 

 24 
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Q. Have you previously testified before the Commission? 25 

A. Yes.  I gave testimony regarding the approval of Ameren Illinois Company’s 26 

(“Ameren”) three year Energy Efficiency and Demand Response Portfolio Plan in 27 

ICC Docket No. 13-0498.  I offered testimony addressing Commonwealth Edison 28 

Company’s (“ComEd”) Peak Time Rebate (“PTR) program in ICC Docket No. 12-0484 29 

on behalf of CUB and the City of Chicago (“City”), and Ameren’s PTR program in 30 

ICC Docket No. 13-0105  on behalf of CUB.  I have also addressed the reconciliation 31 

of  Ameren’s electric and natural gas energy efficiency programs in ICC Docket No. 32 

11-0341, and the reconciliation of Nicor Gas Company’s (“Nicor”) energy efficiency 33 

programs in ICC Docket No. 10-0567 on behalf of CUB and the People of the State of 34 

Illinois through the Illinois Attorney General’s Office (“the AG”).  I also provided 35 

testimony on behalf of CUB in ICC Docket No. 11-0547, the Evaluation of Ameren’s 36 

Experimental Residential Real Time Pricing Program. 37 

 38 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony?  39 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to respond to the mandatory three-year Energy 40 

Efficiency Portfolio Standard Plan (the “Plan”) for the Department of Commerce and 41 

Economic Opportunity’s (“DCEO” or “the Department”) natural gas programs 42 

pursuant to Section 8-104 and electricity programs pursuant to Section 8-103 of the 43 

Public Utilities Act (“PUA” or “the Act”).  220 ILCS 5/8-103, 5/8-104.  Under the 44 

PUA, DCEO must seek Commission approval for program years 4-6 for its gas Plan  45 

programs (“Gas PYs 4-6”) and program years 7-9 for its electric Plan programs 46 

(“Electric PYs 7-9,”;  collectively for both gas and electric, “PYs 7-9”).  In particular, I 47 
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respond to DCEO’s proposal to measure savings using an “adjusted gross” approach.  48 

DCEO Ex. 1.0 at 37. 49 

 50 

Q. What documents have you reviewed in preparing your testimony?   51 

A. I reviewed the Plan, DCEO’s Petition, its testimony and supporting exhibits, and the 52 

discovery responses provided by DCEO in response to various parties in this 53 

proceeding. 54 

 55 

Q. Please summarize DCEO’s filing. 56 

A.   DCEO submitted its Plan pursuant to sections 8-103 and 8-104 of the PUA. 220 57 

ILCS 5/8-103; 220 ILCS 5/8-104.  DCEO’s plan presents an integrated portfolio of 58 

electric and gas energy efficiency programs, including programs administered in 59 

conjunction with the Ameren, ComEd, Nicor, the Peoples Gas Light and Coke 60 

Company (“Peoples Gas”) and the North Shore Gas Company (“North Shore Gas”).  61 

DCEO requests that the Commission approve the Proposed Plan, the adjusted goals 62 

under the budget caps, the adjusted gross approach to evaluating savings, and the 63 

flexibility to shift funding between programs and to modify programs during the 64 

Plan period.  Id at 39-42.   65 

 66 

Q. What is your overall impression of DCEO’s filing? 67 

A. DCEO’s Plan appears to meet the Act’s requirements, and includes many programs 68 

that have been approved by the Commission in DCEO’s previous three-year EEPS 69 

Plan filings. See generally ICC Dockets No. 07-0539, 07-0549, and 10-0569. 70 

 71 
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Q. What are the statutory requirements related to DCEO’s programs? 72 

A. The Act assigns DCEO 25% of the electric energy efficiency measures.  220 ILCS 5/8-73 

103(e).  It assigns DCEO 25% of the gas energy efficiency funding and requires 74 

DCEO to achieve 20% of the goals.  220 ILCS 5/8-104(e).  Within that, DCEO has the 75 

responsibility to adminster 10% of the entire portfolio of energy efficiency measures 76 

to  local governments, municipalities, and school and community college districts. 77 

220 ILCS 5/8-103(e); 220 ILCS 5/8-104(e).  DCEO must also provide a portfolio of 78 

energy efficiency measures proportionate to the share of total annual utility 79 

revenues in the state from households at or below 150% of the poverty level, and 80 

those measures must be targeted to households at or below 80% of the area median 81 

income.   220 ILCS 5/8-103(f); 220 ILCS 5/8-104(f).  Finally, DCEO administers a 82 

portion of the of the entire portfolio which must be spent on local government and 83 

municipalities for market transformation initiatives.  220 ILCS 5/8-104(e).   84 

 85 

Q. What does DCEO’s Plan include? 86 

A. Per the Act, DCEO’s Plan portfolio includes programs targeted to the public sector, 87 

low-income customers, and market transformation initiatives.   88 

 89 

Q. Is DCEO seeking to count savings from all three program areas toward the 90 

annual statutory EEPS goals? 91 

A. While I am not an attorney, I do not believe the PUA requires the market 92 

transformation initiatives to achieve a specific therm or MWH reduction, although 93 

DCEO reports that the market transformation programs are beginning to have 94 
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measured energy savings directly associated with them.  DCEO Ex. 1.0 at 19.  I 95 

believe the public sector and low-income programs count toward the annual goals.  96 

 97 

Q. How are savings achievements for the public sector programs determined? 98 

A. Savings achievements have historically been calculated using a “Net to Gross” 99 

(“NTG”) approach, which is conducted by evaluators as part of the Evaluation, 100 

Measurement, and Verification (“EMV”) for programs.   101 

   102 

Q. What is a NTG approach? 103 

A. It is my understanding that a NTG approach attempts to capture the savings 104 

directly attributable to  a specific energy efficiency measure or program.  To do so, 105 

evaluators may take into account three categories of customers:  106 

1)  Customers who participated in a program because of an incentive being 107 

offered.  108 

2)  Customers who would have taken an action, such as purchasing a high 109 

efficiency clothes washer, regardless of whether an incentive was offered.  110 

These customers are referred to as “free riders.” 111 

3)  Customers who took an action such as purchasing a high efficiency clothes 112 

washer because of the existence of an efficiency program, but without 113 

participating in the program (i.e., receiving an incentive for that clothes 114 

washer).  These customers are referred to as “spillover.” 115 

 In employing a NTG approach, evaluators seek to count savings from the first class 116 

of customers, who invested in an energy efficient upgrade specifically because of the 117 

existence of an incentive program.  Depending on the type of NTG approach 118 
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employed, evaluators may or may not subtract “free rider” customers from the 119 

savings calculation, and they may or may not add “spillover” estimates to the 120 

savings calculation.  The end result is an estimate of how many therms or 121 

kilowatthours are attributable to the program, expressed as a NTG percentage.  For 122 

example, a  NTG ratio of .09 means 90% of the gross savings are attributable to the 123 

program.  124 

 125 

Q. Do evaluators account for free ridership and spillover in Illinois? 126 

A. Based on my review of evaluation reports for various utility and DCEO programs, as 127 

well as my participation in the SAG, it is my understanding that evaluators attempt 128 

to capture free ridership but do not attempt to capture spillover to the same extent 129 

as free ridership to determine the “net” impact of programs, per the Act.  220 ILCS 130 

5/8-103(f); 220 ILCS 5/8-104(f). 131 

 132 

Q. What impact does this approach have on the savings achieved? 133 

A. By attempting to fully capture free ridership, but placing less emphasis on capturing 134 

spillover, evaluators provide an estimate of savings that is arguably low.  135 

 136 

Q. Does the Act speak to how net savings should be calculated? 137 

A. While I am not an attorney, I do not believe the Act speaks to how “net” savings 138 

should be calculated. 139 

 140 

Q. Is the NTG approach currently used in Illinois appropriate for the 141 

Department’s low-income programs? 142 
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A. No.  The NTG approach is inappropriate for DCEO’s low-income programs.  As 143 

DCEO witness Agnes Mrozowski states regarding the fact that the low-income 144 

programs are not evaluated using a NTG approach, low-income energy efficiency 145 

measures “would not be installed without the program.”  DCEO Ex. 1.0 at 38.  This 146 

is because low-income households do not have the resources to pay for the 147 

incremental cost of an efficient upgrade, and potentially not even the resources to 148 

pay for the upgrade itself.  Since the savings resulting from low-income programs 149 

could not occur without the participant directly receiving an incentive from the 150 

program, there is no need to evaluate spillover or free ridership for those programs.     151 

 152 

Q. Do you agree with DCEO that the NTG approach currently used in Illinois 153 

is not appropriate for the Department’s public sector programs? 154 

A. Yes.  DCEO states that the NTG approach is not appropriate because:  155 

“Given the complicated nature of public sector financing and the often 156 
troubled fiscal situation of local governments, k-12 schools, 157 
universities, state and federal government, DCEO has never used free 158 
ridership as a criterion for whether a public entity is going to receive a 159 
grant or rebate. If the applicant pays into the EEPS fund and submits 160 
a qualifying application, DCEO will fund the project. DCEO, as a 161 
State Agency, will never ask if the entity would have done the project 162 
without the EEPS program. If a public entity has the foresight to have 163 
incorporated solid energy efficiency plans within its capital budget, 164 
DCEO has no intention of declining funding to that entity for energy 165 
efficiency.” Id.   166 

  167 
 I agree with DCEO’s assessment.  It would be inappropriate and politically gauche 168 

and untenable for a state agency such as DCEO to turn public entities away from 169 

funding they have paid into because it would be punitive to DCEO in the program 170 

evaluations.  It would also be punitive to turn away public entities that have, as 171 

DCEO states, the foresight to plan on investing in energy efficiency.  To do so would 172 
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be in opposition to the EEPS goal of expanding energy efficiency by increasing the 173 

goals every year.  174 

 175 

Q. Are there additional reasons the NTG approach currently used in Illinois is 176 

not appropriate for the Department’s public sector programs? 177 

A. Yes.  DCEO’s programs, and the EEPS in general, are entering their seventh year 178 

next year.  The programs will have been available to customers for six years.  Many 179 

public entities, and customers of all kinds, are aware of the existence of these 180 

programs.  It is likely that public sector customers will plan on participating in the 181 

DCEO program in tandem with planning upgrades to facilities.  A NTG approach is 182 

more appropriate in an environment where evaluators are not sure whether 183 

customers are aware of utility programs.  This approach is not appropriate when the 184 

DCEO programs are factored into a public entity’s decision to make an investment 185 

from the start.  186 

   187 

Q. What is the impact of applying the NTG approach to the Department’s 188 

public sector programs? 189 

A. Applying the NTG approach to DCEO’s public sector programs is punitive and 190 

inappropriate.  DCEO already faces many challenges administering programs.   Due 191 

to the economic climate, many public entities have constrained budgets that do not 192 

allow for investments beyond what is absolutely necessary.  This typically excludes 193 

energy efficiency investments, because they bear a higher price tag upfront, even 194 

though a more efficient investment may prove to be more cost-effective over the life 195 

of the measure. Additionally, many local governments in ComEd service territory 196 
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have franchise agreements with ComEd.  DCEO Ex. 1.0 at 33.  In exchange for 197 

allowing ComEd to deliver electricity within their municipal boundaries, these local 198 

governments do not pay for electricity.  Id.  Because “the businesses and residences 199 

in the city pay a franchise fee that covers the cost of electricity for the city,” local 200 

governments “have very little direct incentive to reduce their energy use.”  Id.  201 

Similarly, Ameren owns many street lights in downstate Illinois, “thus seemingly 202 

excluding a natural market in the Ameren territory for DCEO’s Public Sector 203 

Energy Efficiency programs.”  Id. at 34.  Both the ComEd franchise agreements and 204 

Ameren’s ownership of streetlights make it very challenging for local governments to 205 

justify or see the logic of paying an incremental amount for a more efficient 206 

investment when they will not directly see the benefits on their electricity bill.   207 

 208 
Q. How should savings for DCEO’s public sector programs be determined? 209 

A. I agree with DCEO’s proposal to use an adjusted gross approach to determine 210 

savings achievement from public sector programs.  Ameren Ex. 1.0 at 37.   211 

 212 
Q. What is an adjusted gross approach? 213 

A. DCEO states that adjusted gross savings: 214 

“typically refer to the change in energy consumption and/or demand 215 
that results directly from program-related actions taken by 216 
participants in an efficiency program, regardless of why they 217 
participated. It adjusts for such factors as data errors, installation and 218 
persistence rates, and hours of use, but does not adjust for free 219 
ridership or spillover.” Id.   220 

  221 
 In other words, adjusted gross savings include all savings that resulted from 222 

participation in a program without taking into account free ridership or spillover.  It 223 

includes typical EMV assessment of factors such as usage and persistence rates.   224 

  225 
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Q. How would an adjusted gross approach change the content and use of 226 

evaluations? 227 

A. DCEO states that the priorities in an evaluation using an adjusted gross savings are 228 

“ensuring the projected savings accurately reflect actual savings;” “providing 229 

feedback from their process evaluations to recommend ways to improve programs;” 230 

analyzing measures and program “to identify when particular measures are 231 

becoming the standard practice,” and recommending “changes to strengthen the 232 

programs.”  DCEO Ex. 1.0 at 38-39.  DCEO believes the last two priorities would 233 

help ensure that free ridership is minimized.  Id.   234 

 235 

Q. Do you support DCEO’s evaluation priorities, which would result from 236 

shifting to an adjusted gross approach? 237 

A. Yes.  These priorities are more “process oriented” than “savings achievement” 238 

oriented.  Evaluations conducted in this way investigate and provide 239 

recommendations on how programs could be improved and more savings achieved.  240 

If evaluators conducted evaluations in this manner, it would mean that more 241 

ratepayer funds for EMV expenses would be directed toward evaluating how 242 

programs could be improved, and fewer ratepayer funds would be spent estimating 243 

free ridership and spillover, which as I demonstrated above, should not be applicable 244 

to public sector programs under the described circumstances. 245 

 246 

Q. What are your recommendations to the Commission regarding the adjusted 247 

gross savings approach and the Plan in general? 248 
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A. I recommend that the Commission approve the Plan and adopt DCEO’s request for 249 

savings for public sector programs to be evaluated using the adjusted gross 250 

approach.  251 

 252 

Q. Does this conclude your direct testimony?  253 

A. Yes. 254 


